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ABSTRACT 
This study is a fundamental research that deals with the relationship between 
physical character and sustainability of university campuses in Iraq.  There is an 
absence of a clear and substantive understanding of the role of physical character in 
supporting sustainability of the campuses.  Besides, these university campuses are 
suffering from problems in their physical settings that have led to weakness in 
sustainability issues.  This study is to establish how physical character affects 
sustainability issues in university campuses, where the main campus of Baghdad 
University was selected as a case study for this research.  A mix of quantitative and 
qualitative methods was adopted to conduct this study.  While questionnaire survey 
technique was utilized to collect data quantitatively, observation survey and in-depth 
interview survey were used to support or explain the findings.  Quantitative data 
were analyzed using statistical frequencies, chi-square and logistic regression.  
Content analysis was employed to analyze qualitative data.  Triangulation was used 
in the analysis in order to achieve reliable and valid conclusions.  Through this 
method, a cross verification for the findings was possible by the combination of data 
sources such as statistical data, observations, interviews, theories and secondary 
data.  The physical character was researched through three main components, 
namely layout and transport, landscape and buildings, which were analyzed to 
answer sustainability factors or objectives.  Several key aspects such as layout and 
transportation features including distance between campus areas, massing, grouping 
of buildings, through traffic, permeability and location of bus stop were found to 
have impact on sustainability such as walkability, car reliance and social interaction.  
Landscape elements which included trees, awnings, seating, outdoor cafés and 
sculptures, in addition to their design characteristics were the major features found 
to have impact on campus sustainability, which were related to comfort, 
attractiveness and legibility.  For buildings, the findings differentiated some key 
features that were important to the sustainable qualities such as architectural style, 
building height, building configuration, materials and building orientation that were 
found to affect environmental response, local identity, legibility and diversity.  The 
study shows that physical characteristics are important in sustaining Iraqi campuses 
environmentally, socially and economically.  Local attributes such as climate, 
culture and the preferences of local community have had a role in determining the 
key findings of this study.  
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ABSTRAK 
Kajian ini merupakan kajian asas yang berkaitan dengan hubungan antara peranan 
fizikal dan kelestarian kampus universiti di Iraq. Terdapat ketiadaan pemahaman yang jelas 
dan substantif mengenai peranan watak fizikal dalam menyokong kemampanan kampus ini.  
Selain itu, kampus-kampus universiti ini mengalami masalah dalam tetapan fizikal mereka 
yang membawa kepada kelemahan dalam isu-isu kemampanan.  Kajian ini adalah untuk 
mewujudkan bagaimana peranan fizikal memberi kesan isu-isu kelestarian dalam kampus 
universiti. Gabungan kaedah kuantitatif dan kualitatif telah digunakan untuk menjalankan 
kajian ini.  Walaupun teknik soal selidik telah digunakan untuk mengumpul data secara 
kuantitatif, kajian pemerhatian dan temubual mendalam digunakan untuk menyokong atau 
menjelaskan dapatan kajian.  Analysis data dijalankan secara kuantitatif dan kualitatif, yang 
mana data kuantitatif dianalisis menggunakan frekuensi statistik, penjadualan silang, chi-
square dan logistik regresi.  Analisis kandungan telah digunakan untuk menganalisis data 
kualitatif.  Triangulasi digunakan dalam analisis untuk mencapai kesimpulan yang mutlak 
dan sah.  Melalui kaedah ini, pengesahan bersilang untuk penemuan yang mungkin dengan 
gabungan sumber data seperti data statistik, pemerhatian, temu bual, teori-teori dan data 
sekunder. Peranan fizikal telah dikaji melalui tiga komponen utama, iaitu susun atur dan 
pentuk pengangkutan, landskap dan bangunan, yang telah diperiksa bergantung kepada 
pelbagai elemen dan ciri-ciri mengenai mereka.  Ini telah dianalisis terhadap pelbagai kualiti 
yang mewakili faktor kelestarian atau objektif.  Beberapa aspek utama seperti susun atur dan 
pengangkutan ciri-ciri termasuk jarak antara kawasan kampus, pilihan ke dalam fungsi, 
kumpulan bangunan, melalui lalu lintas, kebolehtelapan dan lokasi perhentian bas didapati 
mempunyai kesan ke atas tahap kemampanan seperti kebolehjalanan, kebergantungan kereta 
dan interaksi sosial. Elemen landskap termasuk pokok-pokok, kajang, tempat duduk, kafe 
luar dan ukiran, di samping ciri-ciri reka bentuk mereka adalah ciri-ciri utama yang didapati 
mempunyai kesan ke atas kelestarian kampus, yang berkaitan dengan keselesaan, daya 
tarikan dan kebolehbacaan.  Bagi bangunan, penemuan dibezakan beberapa ciri-ciri utama 
yang penting kepada kualiti yang mampan seperti gaya seni bina, ketinggian bangunan, 
konfigurasi bangunan, bahan-bahan dan orientasi bangunan yang didapati memberi kesan 
atas tindak balas alam sekitar, identiti tempatan, kebolehbacaan dan kepelbagaian. Kajian 
menunjukkan bahawa ciri-ciri fizikal adalah penting untuk mengekalkan kampus Iraq alam, 
sosial dan ekonomi. Sifat-sifat tempatan seperti iklim, budaya dan citarasa masyarakat 
setempat mempunyai peranan dalam menentukan penemuan utama kajian ini. 
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CHAPTER 1  
INTRODUCTION 
1.1       Introduction 
This study is on the role of the physical characteristics in supporting campus 
sustainability in the Iraqi university campuses represented by Baghdad University.  
This chapter introduces a background of this research followed by problem 
statement. The chapter then presents the research questions and objectives.  It also 
shows the scope and significance of this research, ended by the organization of the 
thesis.  
1.2       Background of the Study       
Recently, sustainability has been given an increasingly strong interest by 
scholars across the world.  It has sparked a heated debate, especially after the Earth 
Summit in 1992 in Rio de Janeiro  and 2002  in  Johannesburg (Abd-Razak et al., 
2012).  Therefore, sustainable development for urban settlements, is given a great 
deal of attention in many countries, particularly those of advanced nation.  The wide-
cited definition of sustainable development states:   
Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations to 
meet their own needs 
                                                                                       (WCED, 1987)  
2 
 
 
 Much literature suggests that aspects, which include environmental, social 
and economic factors, are covered by the term 'sustainability', which is a lifestyle that 
covers all aspects of human life, behaviors,  and  actions (Bernheim, 2003b, UNGA, 
2005).  
 The  first  step  for  sustainability  as  an  ultimate  goal,  is  to make existing  
cities  sustainable  and  plan  new  cities  in  a  sustainable  way (Beyaztas, 2012).  In 
order to achieve the goal of sustainability,   it is expected  that  all  kinds  of  
institutions  will  try  to  consider  the environmental, social, and economic 
consequences of  their actions and try to balance them (Palazzi, 2006). Hence, 
sustainability is deemed a key issue for all organizations in the 21st century 
(Rusinko, 2010).  This applies to higher education institutions, as well (McKinne, 
2008); and for universities, as principal and important community organizations,  
sustainability is a fundamental requirement for their campuses.   
Many studies have introduced the physical form of an urban area as a 
significant and influential factor in sustainability issue.  Williams et al (2000) 
mentioned that several, and not one type of urban forms may meet sustainability 
requirements.  UN-Habitat in its draft working paper 2011 indicated that there are 
certain urban patterns such as ‘compact concentric zone’ and ‘satellite cities’ models 
are sustainable urban forms as they can provide the best for both human and 
ecological systems.  The report added that this is because these two patterns can 
reserve a larger number of patches of land within which nature can flourish, and 
besides, they can allow growth for population and economic.  However, the patterns 
of urban sprawl and uncontrolled developments result in poorer outcomes (UN-
Habitat, 2011).   Studies conducted within City Form consortium have emphasized 
on testing the claims that high-density, compact, and mixed used urban forms are 
more sound  environmentally, viable economically, and, efficient for transport (Jenks 
and Jones, 2010, Williams, 1996, Williams et al., 2000).  This study deals with the 
physical dimension of urban form in terms of sustainability requirements in the 
context of university campus.  This is based on that physical components of urban 
form including characteristics such as size, shape, configuration, land use and 
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distribution of open spaces, transportation systems and urban design features are 
claimed to influence sustainability of urban areas.  
1.2.1    Importance of Sustainability for University Campus  
Because of their fundamental role in the development of societies and their 
various activities, universities have been afforded great consideration by 
governments and other authorities regarding sustainability issue, which began in 
around 1990s.  As universities are the places of innovation and learning, their 
campuses are the ideal location to adopt the notions of urban sustainability in a small 
scale (Chan et al., 2009). Thus, sustainable development has become an increasingly 
important issue for universities around the world (Beringer et al., 2008).   
 The sustainable  development of a campus is defined as the development that 
meets the current needs as well as improves the quality of life without compromising 
the needs of coming generation, focusing on the balance of environmental, social and 
economic  aspects (Sohif et al., 2009).  The focus of this study is on the sustainability 
of university campuses in Iraq.  These universities should adopt sustainability in 
order to be able to reduce negative impacts on the environment and to create good 
life for current and future generations of their students.  
 Merkel and Litten (2007) indicated the great importance of sustainability to 
colleges and universities when they stated that colleges and universities must  be  
sustainable  in  order  to  conduct  their  traditional  missions  of education, research, 
and service.  At the same time, these institutions, they added, have a notable role in 
supporting sustainable progress.  This  importance  can  be  clearly  noticed through 
being recently many universities across  the  world have adopted the creation of  a  
green  campus (Isiaka, 2008). Blackburn (2007) listed a number of important 
advantages of pursuing sustainability for a university campus, including energy 
preservation, reduced pollution and accidents and saving costs.  He included aspects 
such as promoting community as well as attracting students as benefits of creating a 
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sustainable campus.  Therefore, the creation of sustainable campuses has become a 
necessity for all universities in the 21
st 
century. 
1.2.3    Sustainability and the Physical Form of University Campus 
The term university campus belongs to an institutional space designed  to  be  
used  for  education  and  residence  of  college students (Isiaka, 2008),  including 
buildings and other physical elements existing in the associated area (Shamsuddin et 
al., 2007).  It is required that universities possess residential, institutional, health care 
and recreational spaces (Chan et al., 2009). University campuses are characterized by 
a mix of uses allowing students to move through these areas at different times and for 
different reasons, that provide vitality and positive economic effects (Jacobs, 1961). 
A university campus is similar to a city in a smaller scale.  According to 
Nichols (1990), universities function like independent municipalities, where they 
have their own governance structure, accommodate a residential population, maintain 
streets and buildings and provide services of public safety.  Abd-Razak et al. (2012) 
contended that a campus can be considered as a city, which consists of elements that 
are highly interdependent.  It can be helpful, when university form and design is 
required to be studied, to discuss city design in a broader context and then bring 
these ideas back to inform exactly on campus design (Chan et al., 2009).  Thus, 
physical characteristics of cities, towns and settlements can be used to examine 
campus design in relation to sustainability. 
Researchers seek urban forms that has the potential to meet sustainability 
requirements and allow the urban environment to work in a more constructive way 
than at present (Jabareen, 2006). According to Burton (2000) physical urban form by 
its design and planning properties can play a principal role in achieving sustainability 
with its three components: environmental,  economic  and  social. Physical urban 
form is  described  as  the 'morphological attributes' of an urban area at all scales 
(Williams et al., 2000). Physical characteristics range from features at very localized 
scale such as building materials, façades and fenestration, to other  features,  at  a 
5 
 
 
wider  scale,  such  as    building  type,  street  type  and their spatial arrangement, or 
layout (Jenks and Jones, 2010). Hence, campus physical form at various scales could 
be related to sustainability.         
Achieving a sustainable campus cannot occur without an extensive and 
detailed campus planning and design (Chan et al., 2009).  Campus of 21
st
 century 
was described by New Urbanism as follows: 
 
The campus of the 21
st
 century will distinguish itself by 
demonstrating how the built environment can fit appropriately with 
the climate, the landscape and the culture of the region.  
                                                                              (Chapman, 1995: 57) 
Abd-Razak et al. (2012) indicated the impact of physical aspects on creating 
sustainable campus, where they determined a number of indicators for sustainable 
physical planning of a campus.  Those indicators included many characteristics  of 
physical  campus character such as,  structural layout,  accessibility, circulation, 
building design, landscape and surrounding,  transport  and  movement  as well as  
safety  and  lighting.  Beyaztas (2012)  identified  three of  campus  physical 
characteristics  as  influential  elements  on  campus  sustainability performance, 
namely density,  residential  character and population.  Osmond (2008) concentrated 
on a group of properties of urban form that are related to more sustainable human 
settlements.  These properties include diversity, efficiency, resilience, permeability, 
legibility and intensity.   
Making a successful place is associated with achieving urban sustainability 
for a settlement.  Successful urban places should combine quality in three essential  
elements:  physical  space,  the  sensory  experience  and  activity (Montgomery, 
1998).  Hashimshony and Haina (2006) determined a number of aspects related to 
physical structure that may define the future university: greater density and diversity, 
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smaller size, compact spatial configuration, better accessibility and open boundaries 
and organizing functions in zoning.  These characteristics are important in designing 
more sustainable physical structure of a campus.  
The concept of Compact City is a valid notion that was supported by the 
European Commission’s Green Paper in 1991 as a fundamental model for 
sustainable urban design, which needs to adopt the concept of ‘green structure’ 
(Working-group, 2004).  Green structure is defined as everything other than hard and 
built up structures, which also includes water features.  A settlement needs to 
establish green structure that covers about half of its area (BUUF, 2007).  This was 
reinforced by Jabareen (2006) who indicated that ‘greening’ is one of the 
considerable strategies of the process of creating a sustainable urban form.  Hence, 
the green component is essential to establish more sustainable physical forms for 
campuses.    
Physical character has a great influence in achieving sustainability, for any 
built environment.  Physical form directly affects many aspects of sustainability  
such  as,  habitat,  ecosystems,  threatened species,  and  water  quality (EPA, 2001).  
It also influences travel behavior, which, in turn, affects air quality, wetlands  and  
open space,  climate, and noise (Cervero, 1998).  Jabareen (2006) determined seven 
concepts or design attributes as important to create sustainable urban environments, 
namely compactness, sustainable transport, density, mixed land uses, diversity, 
passive solar design and greening.  According to Jenks and Jones (2010), urban  form  
is characterized by a number of characteristics that include size,  shape, scale,  
density,  land  uses, building  types,  urban  block  layout  and  distribution  of  green  
space. This group of physical characteristics, according to them, is claimed to 
influence sustainability and human behavior.  
It can be concluded that physical character is a crucial factor to achieve 
campus sustainability.  The sustainable urban design and planning of a campus can 
play a significant role for a more sustainable community of a university.  This is 
based on a notable association between physical characteristics and sustainability 
aspects in urban areas.  Therefore, it is very important that a university when seeks to 
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get more sustainable, should concentrate on its campus design and planning.  This 
study concentrates on examining the importance of the physical character in creating 
a sustainable campus.  
1.3      Problem Statement 
Sustainability of university campuses has become a global issue 
(Alshuwaikhat and Abubakar, 2008).  Beringer et al. (2008) revealed that 
sustainability is an important matter for universities around the world.  As an 
institution, a university cannot avoid the issue of sustainability (Abd-Razak et al., 
2012).  In Iraq, there is an urgent need for sustainable development, where Iraqi 
universities need  to  be  promoted towards  sustainable  development  so  as  to  be 
able to  rebuild the country’s infrastructures.  These universities, also, have to catch 
up with the scientific progress in the world regarding sustainable development (Al 
Hakeem, 2012).  It can be concluded that sustainable development is currently a new 
concept in the Iraqi higher education.  
Creating a sustainable campus enables a university to perform its tasks well 
by providing a good life for current and coming students.  Abd-Razak et al. (2012) 
contended that creating a campus environment that can inspire the community to lead 
a sustainable life is a significant matter.  A priority of creating sustainable campuses 
for communities applies to Iraqi situation due to a lack in sustainability 
implementation in Iraqi higher education institutes (Al Hakeem, 2012).   
Physical urban form has taken a considerable importance as a critical factor 
in sustainability issue.  Jenks et al. (1996) labeled the relationship between urban 
form and sustainability as one of the issues that have taken a considerable attention 
and sparked a hot debate that is related to environmental agenda internationally.  
Thus, the importance of physical form in urban sustainability has been recognized in 
recent years (Sheng and Tang, 2011a).  This makes the transformation of Iraqi 
universities to the sustainability needs to originate from their physical forms.  This 
research focuses on the importance of the physical characteristics in making Iraqi 
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universities more sustainable, especially due to Iraq’s need to establish additional 75 
new universities in the next period (Iraq-news-agency, 2012).  Iraq also needs to 
develop the existing 30 higher educational institutions to accommodate the 
increasing numbers of students (Iraq-ministry-of-higher-education, 2011).  This 
establishment and development of the universities in the country should consider 
sustainability issues due to its necessity for the society as a whole. 
It was established that different degrees of sustainability can be achieved by 
different physical urban forms (Frey, 1999b, Jenks et al., 1996) and more 
sustainability can be achieved by certain patterns or physical characteristics 
(Jabareen, 2006, Moughtin, 2004, UN-Habitat, 2011).  Physical character has 
impacts on numerous aspects of sustainability as many studies indicated e.g. (Nam, 
2011, Mobaraki et al., 2012, Williams et al., 2000, Denhoed, 2009a, Dempsey et al., 
2010, Parsons and Daniel, 2002, Osmond, 2008).  This exemplifies an argument to 
focus on the physical character when researching Iraqi campus sustainability.  
Although the significant role that physical character of a built environment 
can play in sustainability issue and the importance of sustainability for the 
universities, there is a lack in comprehensive research on the relationship between 
physical character and sustainability allocated for Iraqi universities.  In addition, 
Iraqi universities are suffering from problems related to sustainability in terms of 
their physical forms and design characteristics (Al-Akkam, 2015, Matloob et al., 
2014, Al-Kilidar, 2006).  
 Globally, there is a lack in the research dealing with physical campus form in 
terms of sustainability in which, most of the studies on campus sustainability have 
not focused on the direct role of physical form in sustainability.  Most of these 
studies, for example Kirsche (2008); Laroche (2009); Hoe (2011a) ;  Alshuwaikhat 
and Abubakar (2008); Shriberg (2002); Henson et al. (2007); Rasmussen (2011); 
Merkel and Litten (2007);  Beringer et al. (2008) and so on, deal with campus 
sustainability either abstractly and ignoring physical aspects or addressing the 
physical side partially in relation to sustainability. This group of studies did not 
adequately relate sustainability issues to the physical aspects of the campus.  As a 
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result, the relationship between physical character (as a whole) and sustainability has 
not enough been covered by these studies.  However, there are a few studies that 
have researched some physical features in relation to sustainability on campus e.g. 
Abd-Razak et al. (2012), Beyaztas (2012), Chan et al. (2009) and Sisson et al. 
(2008), but they are still inadequate compared to the importance of this subject.  
Even in the case of a study on this subject exists, it is not necessarily appropriate for 
Iraqi universities because every region or country has its own context such as culture, 
history, heritage, local climate, nature of people and current need to sustainability.  
According to Guy (2000), there is no certain model of sustainable physical form that 
is applicable in all circumstances.  For this reason, Iraqi university campuses need 
their own unique model of sustainability in relation to their physical forms.  
Therefore, this research is to focus on the relationship between campus physical form 
and sustainability in Iraq.  It seeks to highlight the importance of physical form 
through its design elements and principles in the transformation of Iraqi universities 
to sustainability and identify the sustainable physical character of Iraqi campuses. 
1.4       Research Questions 
The key question of this research is:  Why are physical characteristics of 
campus form important for sustainability in Iraqi university campuses? 
         The corollary questions are as the following: 
1- How does campus physical character influence sustainability for Iraqi 
universities?  
2- What are the physical design characteristics that are significant in achieving 
sustainability on Iraqi campuses? 
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1.5       Research Objectives 
The main goal of this study is: To identify the sustainable physical character 
for Iraqi university campuses. 
  In order to achieve the principal goal, the research is to meet the following 
objectives:  
1- To find out the relationship between physical character components and 
sustainability factors on Iraqi campuses. 
2- To determine the key physical features those are important to support 
sustainability on Iraqi campus.  
1.6       The Scope of the Research 
The scope of this study is the physical aspects of university campus in 
relation to sustainability.  This research is limited by researching the contribution of 
the physical character in supporting sustainability in Iraqi university campuses.  It 
seeks to investigate the relationship between physical attributes represented by the 
design elements and principles and sustainability aspects identifying the key 
elements of physical form that have the potential to influence campus sustainability 
in a selected case study.  The case study chosen for this research is the main campus 
of the University of Baghdad in Iraq.  The ultimate goal of this research is to identify 
the physical character that contributes towards sustainability for Iraqi campuses.   
1.7       Research Significance  
As mentioned above, based on its research objectives, this study seeks to 
disclose the contribution of physical characteristics in supporting sustainability for 
Iraqi university campuses.  It aims at identifying the sustainable physical character of 
campuses in Iraq.  
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Theoretically, this research will provide a clear understanding of campus 
sustainability in terms of physical design.  A clear relationship between physical 
campus form and sustainability aspects is established through this study.  Claims of 
how specific physical aspects link to and affect sustainability are objectively 
examined in the context of a university campus.  These claims are proven through 
this study, which helps to remove the ambiguity related to this matter.  The findings 
of this study outline the sustainable physical character for university campuses for 
Iraq.  These findings can serve as theoretical evidences and arguments for the 
researchers to support their studies in similar or related topics.  In addition, the 
results of this study contribute to fill in the gap in the research body regarding this 
matter or support the research previously done in this topic.   
In practice, this study represents guidelines for urban designers, planners and 
decision makers in Iraq to create more sustainable campuses for the current or future 
universities.  Universities everywhere in the world, especially in the smaller regional 
contexts can also benefit from the findings of this study to pursue sustainability in 
their campuses, particularly when aspects such as the location and culture are taken 
into consideration.  As a campus is similar to a small city, the findings of this study 
can be used as indicators for designing and planning sustainable cities, towns, 
neighborhood and even housing complexes.        
Through the outcomes of this research, Iraqi campuses would be expected to possess 
ideal environments for teaching, innovation, accommodation and healthy life, which 
affect positively the society as a whole.  Hence, this research would contribute to 
achieve the goal of Iraqi higher education and society to transform towards 
sustainability.  
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1.8       Thesis Organization 
This thesis is comprised of seven chapters as follows: 
Chapter 1: explains the background of the research in terms of research problem, 
questions, objectives, scope and the contribution of the research. 
Chapter 2: contains the review of the relevant literature explaining the theoretical 
basis of this study through which the variables and indicators required 
for the research are derived.  
Chapter 3: Covers the detailed methodology adopted in the research, where the 
techniques used for data collection and data analysis are explained. 
Chapters 4, 5 and 6: presents data analysis, discussions and findings regarding the 
relationship between campus physical character and campus 
sustainability, where: 
Chapter 4: identifies the role of campus layout and transport infra-structure in 
campus sustainability. 
Chapter 5: presents the contribution of campus landscape in campus sustainability. 
Chapter 6: examines the role of campus buildings to support campus sustainability. 
Chapter 7: presents the conclusion and recommendations based on the findings of 
the research. 
 
 
295 
 
 
REFERENCES 
Abbaszadeh, F. (2011). Characterization of the Physical Elements of Street Design 
PhD. UTM. 
Abd-Razak, M. Z., Abdullah, N. A. G., Nor, M. F. I. M., Usman, I. M. S. & Che-Ani, 
A. I. (2011). Toward a Sustainable Campus: Comparison of the Physical 
Development Planning of Research University Campuses in Malaysia. 
Journal of Sustainable Development, 4, No. 4. 
Abd-Razak, M. Z., Utaberta, N. & Handryant, A. (2012). A Study of Students’ 
Perception on Sustainability of Campus Design: A Case Study of 010). Urban 
Form Analysis- Canberra’s Sustainability Performance. 
Adelson, J. L. & McCoach, D. B. (2010). Measuring the Mathematical Attitudes of 
Elementary Students: The Effects of a 4-Point or 5-Point Likert-Type Scale. 
Educational and Psychological measurement, 70, 796-807. 
Adhya, A. (2009). Evaluating the Campus-Downtown Relationship. Proceedings of 
the 7th International Space Syntax Symposium. 
Aghili, M. (2011). Association of Physical Phytures of Urban Form with Sence of 
Connunity Based on New Urbanism Principles. Master. UTM. 
Al-Akkam, A. J. (2015). Assessing Baghdad Universities: Informative Framework 
for Relevant Development Plans. Journal of Urbanism: International 
Research on Placemaking and Urban Sustainability, 8, 17-37. 
Al-Alwan, H. A. (1988). Planning and Dasign Priciples for University Buildings and 
the Iraqi Experience- Baghdad University Project. Master. University of 
Baghdad. 
Al-Hagla, K. (2008). Towards a Sustainable Neighborhood: The Role of Open 
Spaces. International Journal of Architectural Research, 2, 162-77. 
Al-Kilidar, S. (2006). Urban Design and Its Effect in Activating the Dynamism of the 
Architectural Forms of the Parts Forming the Fabric Masters. University of 
Baghdad. 
Al-Shalash, A. H. (1966). The Climate of Iraq. Cooperative Printing Presses Workers 
Society. 
Al Hakeem, A. (2012). Sustainable Development in Iraq: Reality and Challenges. 
Sustainable Development In Iraq: Reality And Challenges [Online]. 
Available:http://www.sotaliraq.com/mobile-   
item.php?id=116158#axzz29vMjQztv.   
Alberti, M. (2000). Urban Form and Ecosystem Dynamics. In: Williams, E. A. (ed.) 
Achieving Sustainable Urban Form. London: E&F Spon. 
Aldrin, A. (2006). The University in a Garden: Pedestrian Network and Landscape 
Design Proposal. Universiti Sains Malaysia. 
Alexander, C. (1975). The Oregon Experiment. Oxford University Press. 
Alexander, C., Ishikawa, S., Silverstein, M., Jacobson, M., Fiksdahl-King, I. & 
Angel, S. (1977). A Pattern Language. 1977. Center for Environmental 
Structure Series. 
296 
 
 
Alshuwaikhat, H. M. & Abubakar, I. (2008). An Integrated Approach to Achieving 
Campus Sustainability: Assessment of the Current Campus Environmental 
Management Practices. Journal of Cleaner Production, 16, 1777-1785. 
Amaratunga, D., Baldry, D., Sarshar, M. & Newton, R. (2002). Quantitative and 
Qualitative Research in the Built Environment: Application of “Mixed” 
Research Approach. Work study, 51, 17-31. 
Anderson, W. P., Kanaroglou, P. S. & Miller, E. J. (1996). Urban Form, Energy and 
the Environment: A Review of Issues, Evidence and Policy. Urban studies, 
33, 7-35. 
Appleyard, D. (1976). Planning a Pluralist City: Conflicting Realities in Ciudad 
Guayana. MIT Press Cambridge, MA. 
Audirac, I. (2008). Accessing Transit as Universal Design. Journal of Planning 
Literature. 
Aydin, D. & Ter, U. (2008). Outdoor Space Quality: Case Study of a University 
Campus Plaza. ArchNet-IJAR, 2. 
Baghdad-University. (2015). The Establishment of Baghdad University [Online]. 
Baghdad-Iraq: Baghdad University. Available: 
http://www.uobaghdad.edu.iq/PageViewer.aspx?id=44 [Accessed 19-8 2015]. 
Balaban, O. (2012). Developing an Indicator-Based Approach to Evaluate the 
Effectiveness of Urban Regeneration for Climate Change Mitigation and 
Adaptation. Unu-Ias Working Paper No. 167. 
Balsas, C. J. (2003). Sustainable Transportation Planning on College Campuses. 
Transport Policy, 10, 35-49. 
Barlett, P. F. & Chase, G. W. (2004). Sustainability on Campus: Stories and 
Strategies for Change. MIT Press. 
Barton, H., Grant, M. & Guise, R. (2013). Shaping Neighbourhoods: For Local 
Health and Global Sustainability. Routledge. 
Basiago, A. (1996). The Search for the Sustainable City in 20th Century Urban 
Planning. Environmentalist, 16, 135-155. 
Beatley, T. 2003. Planning for Sustainability in European Cities: A Review of 
Practices in Leading Cities. In: Wheeler. 
Bell, S. (2004). Elements of Visual Design in the Landscape. Taylor & Francis. 
Bell, S. & Morse, S. (2008). Sustainability Indicators: Measuring the Immeasurable? 
: Earthscan. 
Benson, J. & Roe, M. (2007). Landscape and Sustainability. Taylor & Francis. 
Bentley, I. (1985). Responsive Environments. Routledge. 
Bentley, I. (1990). Urban Design. Pt. 3: Ecological Urban Design. Architects' 
Journal, 192, 69-71. 
Beringer, A., Wright, T. & Malone, L. (2008). Sustainability in Higher Education in 
Atlantic Canada. International Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education, 
9, 48-67. 
Berkovic, S., Yezioro, A. & Bitan, A. (2012). Study of Thermal Comfort in 
Courtyards in a Hot Arid Climate. Solar Energy, 86, 1173-1186. 
Bernheim, A. (2003a). How Green Is Green? Developing a Process for Determining 
Sustainability When Planning Campuses and Academic Buildings. Planning 
for Higher Education, 31, 99-110. 
Bernheim, A. (2003b). How Green Is Green? Planning for Higher Education. 
Beske, J. L. (2007). How Urban Form Effects Sense of Community: A Comparative 
Case Study of a Traditional Neighborhood and Conventional Suburban 
Development in Northern Virginia. ProQuest. 
297 
 
 
Beth Angell  &  Lisa Townsend (2011). 
Designing and conducting mixed methods studies. 
Workshop for the 2011 Society for Social Work and 
Research annual meeting. Institute for Health Care Policy and Aging 
Research. 
Beyaztas, H. (2012). Impact of Campus Physical Characteristics on University 
Sustainability Performance. M.S. The University of Texas at San Antonio. 
Birkeland, J. (2004). Design for Sustainability, a Sourcebook of Integrated Eco-
Logical Solutions. London, UK.: Earthscan Publications Ltd. 
Blackburn, W. R. (2007). The Sustainability Handbook. Washington: Environmental 
Law Institute. 
Blaikie, N. (2009). Designing Social Research. Polity. 
Bonham-Carter, C. (2009). Sustainable Communities in the Uk. Sustainable 
Communities. Springer. 
Bramley, G., Brown, C., Dempsey, N., Power, S. & Watkins, D. (2010). Social 
Acceptability. Dimensions of the Sustainable City. Springer. 
Bramley, G., Dempsey, N., Power, S. & Brown, C. (Year) Published. What Is ‘Social 
Sustainability’, and How Do Our Existing Urban Forms Perform in Nurturing 
It.  Planning Research Conference. Bartlett School of Planning, University 
College, London/http://www. city-form. com/pdfs/Pubs_Bramleyetal06. pdfS, 
2006. 
Breheny, M. J. (1992). Sustainable Development and Urban Form. Pion London. 
Brundtland, G. H. (1987). Report of the World Commission on Environment and 
Development:" Our Common Future.". UN. 
Bryman, A. (1984). The Debate About Quantitative and Qualitative Research: A 
Question of Method or Epistemology? British Journal of Sociology, 75-92. 
Bryman, A. (2006a). Integrating Quantitative and Qualitative Research: How Is It 
Done? Qualitative research, 6, 97-113. 
Bryman, A. (2006b). Paradigm Peace and the Implications for Quality. International 
Journal of Social Research Methodology, 9, 111-126. 
Bryman, A. (2012). Social Research Methods. OUP Oxford. 
Buckley, S., Jakovljevic, M., Bushney, M. & Majewski, G. (2013). Forming 
Communities of Practice in Higher Education: A Comparative Analysis. 
Burmil, S., Daniel, T. C. & Hetherington, J. D. (1999). Human Values and 
Perceptions of Water in Arid Landscapes. Landscape and Urban Planning, 
44, 99-109. 
Burns, R. (Year) Published. Designing the University Campus: It Matters.  National 
Forum. Summer, 2001. 
Burton, E. (2000). The Compact City: Just or Just Compact? A Preliminary Analysis. 
Urban Studies. 
Burton, E. (2002). Measuring Urban Compactness in Uk Towns and Cities. 
Environment and Planning B, 29, 219-250. 
BUUF, C. S. R. (2007). Urban Green Structure. Baltic University Urban Forum 
:Cities Status Reports. 
Byrne, J. & Sipe, N. (2010). Green and Open Space Planning for Urban 
Consolidation–a Review of the Literature and Best Practice. Issues Paper, 11. 
Campbell, K. (2001). Rethinking Open Space, Open Space Provision and 
Management: A Way Forward. Edinburgh, Scotland, UK.: Scottish Executive 
Central Research Unit. 
298 
 
 
Campus-plan-report (2003). Comprehensive Campus Plan- the University of Arizona 
The University of Arizona  
Campus-Sustainability-Report (2008). Indiana University Task Force on Campus 
Sustainability. Indiana University Bloomington. 
Carmona, M. (2010). Public Places, Urban Spaces: The Dimensions of Urban 
Design. Routledge. 
Carmona, M., Heath,T.,Oc,T.andTiesdell,S. (2003). Public Places-Urban Spaces-the 
Dimensions of Urban Design. (First) Amsterdam: Architectural Press. 
Carr, S. (1992). Public Space. Cambridge University Press. 
Castillo, J. J. (2009). Convenience Sampling. Experiment-Resources. Com. 
CEC, C. o. t. E. C. (1990). Green  Paper  on  the  Urban  Environment. EUR  72902, 
CEC,  Brussels. 
CEMR (1996). Local Agenda 21. Thessaloniki.: XXth General Assembly. 
Cervero, R. (1998). The Transit Metropolis: A Global Inquiry. Washington: DC: 
Island Press. 
Chace, J. F. & Walsh, J. J. (2006). Urban Effects on Native Avifauna: A Review. 
Landscape and urban planning, 74, 46-69. 
Chambers, J. P. (1998). The Urban Place: Places for Jay to Sit. 
Chan, A. H., Chen, K. & Chong, E. Y. (2010). Work Stress of Teachers from 
Primary and Secondary Schools in Hong Kong. 
Chan, E. & Lee, G. K. L. (2008). Critical Factors for Improving Social Sustainability 
of Urban Renewal Projects. Social Indicators Research. 
Chan, M., Coupland, W., Gagesch, K., Mulé, C. & Runyan, A. (2009). Exploring 
Sustainability in Campus Design and Greenspace: Lessons from Leading 
Universities. 
Chapman, M. P. (2006). American Places: In Search of the Twenty-First Century 
Campus. Greenwood Publishing Group. 
Chapman, P. (1995). Planning the Future Campus. Billboard Publications Inc 1515 
Broadway, 39th Fl, New York, Ny 10036. 
Charmaz, K. (2006). Constructing Grounded Theory: A Practical Guide through 
Qualitative Analysis. Sage Publications Limited. 
Charmaz, K. (2014). Constructing Grounded Theory. Sage. 
Chiesura, A. (2004). The Role of Urban Parks for the Sustainable City. Landscape 
and urban planning, 68, 129-138. 
Colantonio, A. & Dixon, T. (2009 ). Measuring Socially Sustainable Urban 
Regeneration in Europe  Oxford Institute for Sustainable Development 
(OISD) Oxford: Oxford Brookes University  
Coley, R. L., Sullivan, W. C. & Kuo, F. E. (1997). Where Does Community Grow? 
The Social Context Created by Nature in Urban Public Housing. Environment 
and Behavior, 29, 468-494. 
Cooper, I. & Elkins, P. (1993). Cities and Sustainability. Swenson: AFRC-SERC 
Clean Technology Unit. 
Cooper, R. & Partners (2000). A Framework for Campus Planning. Framework Plan. 
Yale University. 
Cowan, R. (1997). The Connected City: A New Approach to Making Cities Work. 
Urban Initiatives London. 
Coward, L. A. & Salingaros, N. (2004). The Information Architecture of Cities. 
Journal of Information Science, 30, 107-118. 
299 
 
 
Creswell, J. W., Plano Clark, V. L., Gutmann, M. L. & Hanson, W. E. (2003). 
Advanced Mixed Methods Research Designs. Handbook of mixed methods in 
social and behavioral research, 209-240. 
Cullen, G. (1971). The Concise Townscape. Routledge. 
Dahle, M. & Neumayer, E. (2001). Overcoming Barriers to Campus Greening: A 
Survey among Higher Educational Institutions in London, Uk. International 
Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education, 2, 139-160. 
Davies, L. (2000). Urban Design Compendium. London: English Partnerships. 
Davies, L. (2007). Urban Design Compendium. 
De Vaus, D. (2001). Research Design in Social Research. SAGE Publications 
Limited. 
De Vaus, D. (2013). Surveys in Social Research. Routledge. 
De Vaus, D. A. & de Vaus, D. (2001). Research Design in Social Research. Sage. 
Deitrick, S. & Ellis, C. (2004). New Urbanism in the Inner City: A Case Study of 
Pittsburgh. Journal of the American Planning Association, 70, no. 4, 427. 
Dempsey, N., Bramley, G., Power, S. & Brown, C. (2011). The Social Dimension of 
Sustainable Development: Defining Urban Social Sustainability. Sustainable 
Development, 19, 289-300. 
Dempsey, N., Brown, C. & Bramley, G. (2012). The Key to Sustainable Urban 
Development in Uk Cities? The Influence of Density on Social Sustainability. 
Progress in Planning, 77, 89-141. 
Dempsey, N., Caroline, B., Shibu, R., Sergio, P., Mike, J., Colin, J. & Glen, B. 
(2010). Elements of Urban Form,. In: Jenks, M. & Jones, C. (eds.) 
Dimensions of the Sustainable City. Springer Science+Business Media B.V. 
Den Hartog, J. P. (2004). Designing Indoor Climate. TU Delft, Delft University of 
Technology. 
Denhoed, E. r. (2009a). Designing Sustainable Urban Forms. 26th Conference on 
Passive and Low Energy Architecture. Quebec City, Canada. 
Denhoed, E. R. (2009b). Urban Co_Evolution: The Architectural Linkages between 
People and Ecology. Pennsylvania State University. 
Deno, W. R., Emeritus, F. & Steven C. Thweatt (2007). Design Guidelines. CU-
Boulder Main Campus. Univers ity of  Colorado at Boulder office  of  the  
campus  architect. 
DETR & CABE (2000). By Design: Urban Design in the Planning System. Great 
Britain: Crown. 
Dittmar, H. & Ohland, G. (2003). The New Transit Town: Best Practices in Transit-
Oriented Development. Island Press. 
Dober, R. P. (1992). Campus Design. J. Wiley. 
Dober, R. P. (1996). Campus Planning. ERIC. 
Drumheller, B., Quaid, A., Wyman, M., Liljenwall, J. & Young, A. (2001). 
Sustainable Transportation Options for Protecting the Climate. A Guide for 
Local Governments. International Council for Local Environmental 
Initiative, Berkeley, CA. 
Duany, A., Plater-Zyberk, E. & Speck, J. (2001). Suburban Nation: The Rise of 
Sprawl and the Decline of the American Dream. North Point Press. 
Duffy, B. & Ipsos, M. (2003). Response Order Effects-How Do People Read? 
International Journal of Market Research, 45, 457-466. 
Ebrahimabadi, M. S. (2008). Accessibility and Street Layout. 
300 
 
 
Eckert, E. (2012). Examining the Environment: The Development of a Survey 
Instrument to Assess Student Perceptions of the University Outdoor Physical 
Campus. Kent State University. 
Ekins, P., Dresner, S. & Dahlström, K. (2008). The Four‐Capital Method of 
Sustainable Development Evaluation. European Environment, 18, 63-80. 
Elkin, T., McLaren, D. & Hillman, M. (1991). Reviving the City: Towards 
Sustainable Urban Development. Friends of the Earth with Policy Studies 
Institute. 
Ellis, W. C. (1986). The Spatial Structure of Streets. On Streets, MIT Press, 
Cambridge (Mass.). 
English-Partnership (2010). The Housing Corporation & Urban Design Alliance, 
2010. Delivering Quality Places Urban Design:Compendium 2. Roger Evans 
Associates Limited. 
Engwicht, D. (1993). Reclaiming Our Cities and Towns: Better Living with Less 
Traffic. 
EPA, U. S. E. P. A. (2001). Our Built and Natural Environments: A Technical 
Review of the Interactions between Land Use, Transportation, and 
Environmental Quality. 
Evans, G. W., Lercher, P., Meis, M., Ising, H. & Kofler, W. W. (2001). Community 
Noise Exposure and Stress in Children. The Journal of the Acoustical Society 
of America, 109, 1023. 
Ewing, R. & Handy, S. (2009). Measuring the Unmeasurable: Urban Design 
Qualities Related to Walkability. Journal of Urban Design, 14, 65-84. 
Ewing, R., Handy, S., Brownson, R. C., Clemente, O. & Winston, E. (2006). 
Identifying and Measuring Urban Design Qualities Related to Walkability. 
Journal of Physical Activity & Health, 3, S223. 
Farrokhi, F. & Mahmoudi-Hamidabad, A. (2012). Rethinking Convenience 
Sampling: Defining Quality Criteria. Theory and practice in language 
studies, 2, 784-792. 
Ferguson, N. & Woods, L. (2010). Travel and Mobility. Dimensions of the 
Sustainable City. Springer. 
Ferriter, E. K. (2008). The Sustainability of New Urbanism: Case Studies in 
Maryland. ProQuest. 
Field, A. (2009). Discovering Statistics Using Spss. Sage publications. 
Fleming, R. J. & Pund, G. (Year) Published. Impact of the Planning of Urban Areas 
on the Use and Attractiveness of Local Bus Services.  Proceedings - 
Conference of the Australian Road Research Board, 1994. 265-281. 
Frank, L. (2010). Streetscape Design: Perceptions of Good Design and Determinants 
of Social Interaction Masters. University of Waterloo  
Frey, H. (1999a). Designing the City: Towards a More Sustainable Urban Form. 
London: E&F Spon. 
Frey, H. (1999b). Designing the City: Towards a More Sustainable Urban Form. 
London: E&F Spon. 
Frey, H. & Bagaeen, S. (2010). Adapting the City. Dimensions of the Sustainable 
City. Springer. 
Fuller, R. A., Tratalos, J., Warren, P. H., Davies, R. G., ˛pkowska, A. P. & Gaston, 
K. J. (2010). Environment and Biodiversity. In: Jones, J. A. (ed.) Dimentions 
of Sustainable City. New York: Springer Dordrecht Heidelberg. 
301 
 
 
Galarza, A. (2010). Evolution of the American Campus: A Comparison of the 
University of Cincinnati and the Ohio State University. University of 
Cincinnati. 
Galí Espelt, N. & Donaire Benito, J. A. (2005). The Social Construction of the Image 
of Girona: A Methodological Approach. Tourism Management, 26, 777-785. 
Galster, G., Hanson, R. & Ratcliffe, M. R. (2001). Wrestling Sprawl to the Ground: 
Deﬁning and Measuring an Elusive Concept. Housing Policy Debate, 12(4), 
681–717. 
Gao, X. & Asami, Y. (2007). Effect of Urban Landscapes on Land Prices in Two 
Japanese Cities. Landscape and Urban Planning, 81, 155-166. 
Gill, S., Handley, J., Ennos, A. & Pauleit, S. (2007). Adapting Cities for Climate 
Change: The Role of the Green Infrastructure. Built Environment (1978-), 
115-133. 
Girard, L. F. (2010). Creative Evaluations for a Human Sustainable Planning. 
Making Strategies in Spatial Planning. Springer. 
Goodnough, T., Kildegaard, A., Kuchenreuther, M., Rasmussen, L. & Wyckoff, P. 
(2009). Leveraging Assets: A Case Study of the Sustainability Initiative at the 
University of Minnesota, Morris. Journal of Cleaner Production, 17, 1138-
1142. 
Greenberg, A. (2007). Colleges Have Lost Interest in Designing Campuses with 
Meaning. Chronicle of Higher Education, 53. 
Gropius, W., S., R., McMillan & A., L. (1961). Planning the University of Baghdad. 
Architectural Record, February 1961, 110. 
Guelph, U. o. & Du Toit, A. (2002). University of Guelph, Campus Master Plan. 
University of Guelph. 
Guy, S. a. M., S. (2000). Models and Pathways: The Diversity of Sustainable Urban 
Futures. In: Williams, E. A. (ed.) Achieving Sustainable Urban Form. . 
London: E&F Spon. 
Habitat, U. (2008). State of the World’s Cities 2008/2009: Harmonious Cities. 
Earthscan, London. 264pp. 
Hanan, H. (2013). Open Space as Meaningful Place for Students in Itb Campus. 
Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 85, 308-317. 
Handy, S. L., Boarnet, M. G., Ewing, R. & Killingsworth, R. E. (2002). How the 
Built Environment Affects Physical Activity: Views from Urban Planning. 
American journal of preventive medicine, 23, 64-73. 
Harris, C. W. & Dines, N. T. (1998). Time-Saver Standards for Landscape 
Architecture. Me Graw Hill. 
Harrison, J. D. & Howard, W. A. (1972). The Role of Meaning in the Urban Image. 
Environment and Behavior. 
Hashimshony, R. & Haina, J. (2006). Designing the University of the Future. 
Planning for Higher Education. Technion VPR. 
Haughton, G. & Hunter, C. (2004). Sustainable Cities. Routledge. 
Henson, M., Missimer, M. & Muzzy, S. (2007). The Campus Sustainability 
Movement: A Strategic Perspective. Master's Thesis, Blekinge Institute of 
Technology, School of Engineering, Karlskrona, Sweeden. 
HGCI (2006). Harvard Green Campus Initiative. In: Leith, S. & Maggie, H. (eds.) 
HGCI Newsletter. Harvard University. 
Hillier, B. (1996). Space Is the Machine. Cambridge University Press Cambridge. 
Hillier, B. & Hanson, J. (1984). The Social Logic of Space. Cambridge University 
Press Cambridge. 
302 
 
 
Hoe, Y. (2011a). Achieving Sustainable Campus in Malaysia University. Department 
of Civil Engineering. 
HOE, Y. (2011b). Achieving Sustainable Campus in Malaysia University. Master. 
Universiti Teknologi Malaysia. 
Holland, J., Brook, S., Dudwick, N., Bertelsen, M. & Yaron, G. (2007). Monitoring 
Empowerment  in  Policy  and  Programme  Interventions:  Combining  
Qualitative  and Quantitative Approaches. Q-Squared Working Paper No. 45, 
University of Toronto. 
Hosmer Jr, D. W. & Lemeshow, S. (2004). Applied Logistic Regression. John Wiley 
& Sons. 
Hough, M. (2004). Cities and Natural Process: A Basis for Sustainability. 
Psychology Press. 
Hoyle, R. H., Harris, M. J. & Judd, C. M. (2002). Research Methods in Social 
Relations. Thomson Learning. 
Hur, M. (2008). Neighborhood Satisfaction, Physical and Perceived Characteristics. 
Ohio State University. 
Hussain, N. H. M. & Ahmad, S. (2010). Malay Landscape: Typical Design for 
Contemporary House at Desa Wawasan. Asian journal of environment-
behaviour studies, 1-3. 
Iraq-ministry-of-higher-education (2011). Education System in Iraq. Baghdad. 
Iraq-news-agency. (2012). All Iraq News Agency [Online]. Available: 
http://www.alliraqnews.com [Accessed 25-10 2012]. 
Irvin, K. N. (2007). The University Campus & the Urban Fabric: Mending the 
University District. MSc. San José State University. 
Isiaka, A. a. S. H. C. (2008). Developing Sustainable Index for University Campus. 
EASTS International Symposium on Sustainable Transportation 
Incorporating Malaysian Universities Transport Research Forum Conference 
2008 (MUTRFC08). Universiti Teknologi Malaysia. 
Ismail, I. S., Sulaiman, A. B. & Shamsuddin, S. (2008). An Evaluation of Residents 
Perception of Identity in Putrajaya New Town. Jurnal Alam Bina, 13, 37-51. 
Ja’afar, N. & Usman, I. M. (2009). Physical and Transportation Elements of 
Traditional Street in Malaysia. European Journal of Social Sciences, 9, 669-
676. 
Ja’afar, N. H., Sulaiman, A. B. & Shamsuddin, S. (2012). The Contribution of 
Landscape Features on Traditional Streets in Malaysia. Procedia-Social and 
Behavioral Sciences, 50, 643-656. 
Jabareen, Y. R. (2006). Sustainable Urban Forms -Their Typologies, Models, and 
Concepts. Journal of Planning Education and Research, 26, 38-52. 
Jacobs, A. B., Rofe, Y. Y. & Macdonald, E. S. (2001). Another Look at Boulevards. 
University of California Transportation Center. 
Jacobs, J. (1961). The Death and Life of Great American Cities. New York: Vintage 
Books. 
Janssen, S. (1988). De Verkeersonveiligheid Van Wegtypen in 1986 En 2010: 
Resultaten Van Berekeningen Voor Een Beleidsscenario Uit Het 
Structuurschema Verkeer En Vervoer Svv. 
Jenks, M., Burton, E. & Williams, K. (1996). The Compact City: A Sustainable 
Urban Form? London: E&F Spon. 
Jenks, M. & Jones, C. (2009). Dimensions of the Sustainable City. Springer Science 
& Business Media. 
303 
 
 
Jenks, M. & Jones, C. (2010). Dimensions  of  the  Sustainable City. London: 
Springer. 
Jick, T. D. (1979). Mixing Qualitative and Quantitative Methods: Triangulation in 
Action. Administrative science quarterly, 602-611. 
Johnson, E. A. & Klemens, M. W. (2005). The Impacts of Sprawl on Biodiversity. 
Nature in fragments: The legacy of sprawl, 18-53. 
Johnson, R. B., Onwuegbuzie, A. J. & Turner, L. A. (2007). Toward a Definition of 
Mixed Methods Research. Journal of mixed methods research, 1, 112-133. 
Jon, L. (2005). The Roles and Limitations of Urban Design in Shaping Cities and 
Their Precincts in a Globalizing World. 
Jones, C., Leishman, C., MacDonald, C., Orr, A. & Watkins, D. (2010). Economic 
Viability. In: Jenks, M. & Jones, C. (eds.) Dimensions of the Sustainable 
City. London: Springer Science+Business Media B.V. 2010. 
Jusan, M. B. M. (2007). Personalization as a Means of Achieving Person-
Environment Congruence in Malaysian Housing. Universiti Teknologi 
Malaysia. 
Kalantari, K., Fami, H. S., Asadi, A. & Mohammadi, H. M. (2007). Investigating 
Factors Affecting Environmental Behavior of Urban Residents: A Case Study 
in Tehran City-Iran. American Journal of Environmental Sciences, 3, 67-74. 
Kaplan, R. & Kaplan, S. (1978). Humanscape: Environments for People. Duxbury 
Press. 
Kellett, R., Fryer, S. & Budke, I. (2009). Specification of Indicators and Selection 
Methodology for a Potential Community Demonstration Project. final report. 
Ottawa, Canada: The Design Centre for Sustainability- The University of 
British Columbia. 
Kemp, S. & Kemp, S. (2004). Business Statistics Demystified. McGraw Hill 
Professional. 
Kendle, T. & Forbes, S. (1997). Urban Nature Conservation: Landscape 
Management in the Urban Countryside. Taylor & Francis. 
Kim, J. & Kaplan, R. (2004). Physical and Psychological Factors in Sense of 
Community New Urbanist Kentlands and Nearby Orchard Village. 
Environment and Behavior, 36, 313-340. 
King, J. E. (2006). Gender Equity in Higher Education: 2006. American Council on 
Education. 
Kirsche, K. M. (2008). Toward a Sustainable Uga: Developing a Comprehensive 
Framework to Enhance Campus Sustainability at the University of Georgia. 
University of Georgia. 
Koglin, T. (2009). Sustainable Development in General and Urban Context: A 
Literature Review. Department of Technology and Society, Lund University. 
Kulas, J. T., Stachowski, A. A. & Haynes, B. A. (2008). Middle Response 
Functioning in Likert-Responses to Personality Items. Journal of Business 
and Psychology, 22, 251-259. 
Kunstler, J. H. (1994). Geography of Nowhere: The Rise and Declineof America's 
Man-Made Landscape. Free Press. 
Lachman, S. F. (2003). Understanding Influences on the Environmental 
Sustainability of Two Small Urban Areas. Pennsylvania State University. 
Laroche, D.-C. (2009). Tracking Progress: Development and Use of Sustainability 
Indicators in Campus Planning and Management. ProQuest. 
Lau, S. S. Y., Gou, Z. & Liu, Y. (2014). Healthy Campus by Open Space Design: 
Approaches and Guidelines. Frontiers of Architectural Research, 3, 452-467. 
304 
 
 
Legeby, A. (2010). Urban Segregation and Urban Form: From Residential 
Segregation to Segregation in Public Space. KTH. 
LIMA, J. (Year) Published. Compensatory Urban Form.  Proceedings of the third 
international space syntax symposium, 2001. 
Lincoln, Y. S. & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic Inquiry. SAGE Publications, 
Incorporated. 
Link, T. (2007). Social Indicators of Sustainable Progress for Higher Education. New 
Directions for Institutional Research, 2007, 71-82. 
Liptay, D. M. (2009). Creating Healthy Communities through Urban Form. Master. 
University of Waterloo. 
Litman, T. (2010). Evaluating Public Transit Benefits and Costs: Best Practices 
Guidebook. 
Litman, T. (2014). Evaluating Accessibility for Transportation Planning. Victoria 
Transport Policy Institute, Victoria, Canada. 
Lodico, M. G., Spaulding, D. T. & Voegtle, K. H. (2010). Methods in Educational 
Research: From Theory to Practice. John Wiley & Sons. 
Lund, H. (2002). Pedestrian Environments and Sense of Community. Journal of 
Planning education and Research, 21, 301-312. 
Luque-Martínez, T., Del Barrio-García, S., Ibáñez-Zapata, J. Á. & Rodríguez 
Molina, M. Á. (2007). Modeling a City’s Image: The Case of Granada. 
Cities, 24, 335-352. 
Lye, L. F. & Chen, G. (2010). Towards a Livable and Sustainable Urban 
Environment: Eco-Cities in East Asia. World Scientific Publishing Company. 
Lynch, K. (1960). The Image of the City. MIT press. 
M'gonigle, M. (2006). Planet U: Sustaining the World, Reinventing the University 
Author: Michael M'gonigle, Justine Starke, Publisher: New Socie. 
Madanipour, A. (1996). Design of Urban Space: An Inquiry into a Socio-Spatial 
Process. Wiley Chichester. 
Mai, M. M. (2008). Transformation of Gbagyi Housing Pattern in Peri-Urban 
Abuja-Nigerai 1976-2006. University Technology Malaysia  
Maleki, M., Zain, M. & Ismail, A. (2012). Variables Communalities and Dependence 
to Factors of Street System, Density, and Mixed Land Use in Sustainable Site 
Design. Sustainable Cities and Society, 3, 46-53. 
Mantrawadi, A. S. (2005). An Urban Design Based Evaluation of -Fountain Square, 
Cincinnati as a Potential Downtown Location for Successful Outdoor Cafes 
and Restaurants. Master. The University of Cincinnati. 
Marefat, M. (2008a). From Bauhaus to Baghdad -Politics of Building the Total 
University. TAARII NEWSLETTER, Fall, 2008, 2-12. 
Marefat, M. (2008b). The Universal University: How Bauhaus Came to Baghdad. 
DC PAPERS, revista de crítica y teoría de la arquitectura, 157-166. 
Marquez, L. O. & Smith, N. C. (1999). A Framework for Linking Urban Form and 
Air Quality. Environmental modelling & software, 14, 541-548. 
Marshall, S. (2004). Streets and Patterns. Routledge. 
Masnavi, M.-R. (2000). The New Millennium and the New Urban Paradigm: The 
Compact City in Practice. Achieving sustainable urban form, 64-73. 
Masnavi, M. (2007). Measuring Urban Sustainability: Developing a Conceptual 
Framework for Bridging the Gap between Theoretical Levels and the 
Operational Levels. International Journal of Environmental Research, 1, 
188-197. 
Master-Plan-Report (2008). Purdue University Calumet: Master Plan Report. 
305 
 
 
Matloob, F. A. & Sulaiman, A. B. (2014). The Impact of Spatial Organization on 
Locating the Friday Mosques in the Traditional Islamic City-the Old Mosul 
City as a Case Study. Jurnal Teknologi, 71. 
Matloob, F. A., Sulaiman, A. B., Ali, T. H., Shamsuddin, S. & Mardyya, W. N. 
(2014). Sustaining Campuses through Physical Character–the Role of 
Landscape. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 140, 282-290. 
McHale, M. R., McPherson, E. G. & Burke, I. C. (2007). The Potential of Urban 
Tree Plantings to Be Cost Effective in Carbon Credit Markets. Urban 
Forestry & Urban Greening, 6, 49-60. 
McKenzie, S. (2004 ). Social Sustainability: Towards Some Definitions. Hawke 
Research Institute Working Paper Series Magill: Hawke Research Institute  
McKinne, K. L., & Halfacre, A. C. (2008). "Growing" a Campus Native Species 
Garden: Sustaining Volunteer-Driven Sustainability. International Journal of 
Sustainability in Higher Education, 9(2), 147-156. 
Mehta, V. & Bosson, J. K. (2009). Third Places and the Social Life of Streets. 
Environment and Behavior. 
Merkel, J. & Litten, L. H. (2007). The Sustainability Challenge. New directions for 
institutional research, 2007, 7-26. 
Merriam, S. B. (1998). Qualitative Research and Case Study Applications in 
Education. Revised and Expanded from" Case Study Research in 
Education.". ERIC. 
Meyer, E. K. (2008). Sustaining Beauty: The Performance of Appearance. 
Landscape Architecture, 98, 92-131. 
Michael, R. S. (2002). Crosstabulation & Chi Square [Online]. Indiana University. 
Available: http://www.indiana.edu [Accessed 17-12 2014]. 
Millard-Ball, A., Siegman, P. & Tumlin, J. (2004). Solving Campus Parking 
Shortages: New Solutions for an Old Problem. Planning for Higher 
Education, 33, 30-43. 
Ministry-for-the-Environment (2002a). People + Places + Spaces. Wellington, New 
Zealand: Ministry for the Environment. 
Ministry-for-the-environment, N.-Z. (2002b). A Design Guide for Urban New 
Zealand. 
Ministry-of-Construction (2010). Urban Housing Standards Manua. Baghdad, Iraq: 
Ministry of Construction& Housing-State Commission of Housing-Studies 
Section. 
Miskell, B. (2008). Wellington City Urban Character Assessment. Wellington City 
Council. 
Mobaraki, O., Mohammadi, J. & Zarabi, A. (2012). Urban Form and Sustainable 
Development: The Case of Urmia City. Journal of Geography and Geology, 
4, No. 2. 
Mohamad, S. (1983). Perancangan Kemudahan Awam Dan Infrastruktur Sosial: 
Konsep, Prinsip Dan Amalan. Penerbit Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia. 
Monro;, T., DoE & G.F.A.-Consulting (1996). Greening the City: A Guide to Good 
Practice. London: The Stationery Office. 
Montgomery, J. (1998). Making a City: Urbanity, Vitality and Urban Design. 
Journal of Urban Design, 3:1, 93-116. 
Moughtin, C. (2003). Urban Design: Street and Square. Routledge. 
Moughtin, C., Shirley, Peter (2004). Urban Design:Green Dimentions. (second): 
Elesevier. 
306 
 
 
Movahed, S., Azad, S. P. & Zakeri, H. (2012). A Safe Pedestrian Walkway; Creation 
a Safe Public Space Based on Pedestrian Safety. Procedia-Social and 
Behavioral Sciences, 35, 572-585. 
Mulyadi, L. (2012). The Character and the Spatial Concepts of Cakranegara the 
Historical City of Indonesia as an Alternative Urban Design. 
Munier, N. (2005). Introduction to Sustainability: Road to a Better Future. Springer. 
Murphy, E. A. & Dingwall, R. (2003). Qualitative Methods and Health Policy 
Research. Transaction Publishers. 
Murphy, T. (1998). Urban Design Guidelines: Pittsburgh’s Context and Character. 
Pittsburgh, PA 15219. 
Nam, K. L., Up  · Kim, Brian H. S. (2011). ‘Compact’ or ‘Sprawl’ for Sustainable 
Urban Form? Measuring the Effect on Travel Behavior in Korea. Ann Reg Sci 
(2012), 49, 157–173. 
Nasar, J. L. (1989). Perception, Cognition, and Evaluation of Urban Places. Public 
Places and Spaces. Springer. 
Nasser (1994). Organizing of Bala Kheyaban (Shirazi Street) a Historical and 
Cultural Street. Tehran University. 
Natali, D. (2008). Differentiated Reional Development in Iraq. TAARII 
NEWSLETTER, Fall 2008, 1-12. 
Newman, P. & Kenworthy, J. (2006). Urban Design to Reduce Automobile 
Dependence. Opolis, 2. 
Nichols, D. (1990). University-Community Relations: Living Together Effectively. 
CC Thomas. 
Niemelä, J. (1999). Ecology and Urban Planning. Biodiversity & Conservation, 8, 
119-131. 
Norton, R. K., Brix, A., Brydon, T., Davidian, E., Dinse, K. & Vidyarthi, S. (2007). 
Transforming the University Campus into a Sustainable Community. 
Planning for Higher Education, 35, 22-39. 
ODPM (2005). Homes for All. Sustainable Communities. Office of the Deputy Prime 
Minister :Stationery Offic.Norwich. 
Oktay, D. (2004). Urban Design for Sustainability: A Study on the Turkish City. The 
International Journal of Sustainable Development & World Ecology, 11, 24-
35. 
Olewiler, N. (2006). Environmental Sustainability for Urban Areas: The Role of 
Natural Capital Indicators. Cities, 23, 184-195. 
Osmond, P. (Year) Published. Evaluating Urban Ambience-an Investigation into 
Quantifying the Qualities of the Walkable City.  The 6th International 
Conference on Walking in the 21st Century, 2005. 
Osmond, P. (2008). An Enquiry into New Methodologies for Evaluating Sustainable 
Urban Form. PhD. University of New South Wales. 
Owens, P. M. (2005). Beyond Density: Measuring Neighborhood Form in New 
England's Upper Connecticut River Valley. University of California 
Transportation Center. 
Owens, S. (1992). Energy, Environmental Sustainability and Land-Use Planning. 
Sustainable development and urban form, 79-105. 
Palazzi, M., & Starcher, G. (2006). Corporate Social Responsibility and Business 
Success. 
Pallant, J. (2010). Logistic Regression. SPSS Survival Manual: A Step by Step Guide 
to Data Analysis Using SPSS. 4th ed. Open University Press, Maidenhead, 
United Kingdom, 168-180. 
307 
 
 
Palys, T. & Chris, A. (2008). Research Decisions: Quantitative and Qualitative  
Perspectives. (4) Canada: Nelson, Thomas Canada Limited. 
Parr, A., Ferguson, A., Rojas, A., Riseman, A., Adams, T. & Guimaraes, C. (2011). 
University of British Columbia Vancouver Campus Climate Action Plan. 
Vancouver: University of British Columbia. 
Parsons, R. & Daniel, T. C. (2002). Good Looking: In Defense of Scenic Landscape 
Aesthetics. Landscape and Urban Planning, 60, 43-56. 
Partridge, E. (Year) Published. Social Sustainability’: A Useful Theoretical 
Framework.  Australasian Political Science Association Annual Conference, 
2005. 28-30. 
Paul, D. S. (1965). Urban Design: The Architecture of Towns and Cities. New York: 
McGraw-Hill. 
Planning-Committee, U. o. V. C. (2005). University of Victoria Campus Design 
Guidelines. Campus Planning and Sustainability. University of Victoria. 
Plummer, B. & Shewan, D. (1992). City Open Spaces and Pollution. City gardens: 
An open space survey in the city of London, 111-19. 
Porta, S. & Renne, J. L. (2005). Linking Urban Design to Sustainability: Formal 
Indicators of Social Urban Sustainability Field Research in Perth, 
Western Australia. URBAN DESIGN International, 10, 51–64. 
Punter, J. (1991). Participation in the Design of Urban Space. Landscape Design, 
200, 24-27. 
Rani, W. (2012). Modelling the Relationship between Urban Form and Social 
Sustainability in Malaysian Cities – Access to Local Services and Public 
Facilities. PhD. Heriot-Watt University. 
Rasmussen, J. E. (2011). Transitioning to Green: Implementing a Comprehensive 
Environmental Sustainability Initiative on a University Campus. Doctorate of 
Education. California State University. 
Rebele, F. (1994). Urban Ecology and Special Features of Urban Ecosystems. Global 
ecology and biogeography letters, 173-187. 
Roseland, M. (1997). Dimensions of the Eco-City. Cities, 14, 197-202. 
Rosenfeld, A. H., Akbari, H., Bretz, S., Fishman, B. L., Kurn, D. M., Sailor, D. & 
Taha, H. (1995). Mitigation of Urban Heat Islands: Materials, Utility 
Programs, Updates. Energy and buildings, 22, 255-265. 
Ross, C. (2009). Walking to the Station: The Effects of Urban Form on Walkability 
and Transit Ridership. Georgia Tech. 
Rusinko, C. A. (2010). Integrating Sustainability in Higher Education: A Generic 
Matrix. Int. J. Sustainab. High. Educ., 11(3), 250-259. 
S.plan-report (2006). The City of San Diego General Plan: Urban Design Element. 
Sabri, M. (2012). The Architecture and Planning of the Islamic City. Journal of 
Education College, 11. 
Saelens, B. E., Sallis, J. F. & Frank, L. D. (2003). Environmental Correlates of 
Walking and Cycling: Findings from the Transportation, Urban Design, and 
Planning Literatures. Annals of behavioral medicine, 25, 80-91. 
Salama, A. M. (2008). When Good Design Intentions Do Not Meet Users 
Expectations: Exploring Qatar University Campus Outdoor Spaces 
International Journal of Architectural Research: ArchNet-IJAR, 2, 57-77. 
Salingaros, N. A. (1999). Urban Space and Its Information Field. Journal of Urban 
Design, 4, 29-49. 
Sandi-ego-plan-report (2006). The City of San Diego General Plan: Urban Design 
Element. 
308 
 
 
Sangster, N. (2012). Arts and Education: An Investigation into the Impact of the Arts 
Academy on High School Students. Rowan University. 
Sargın, G. A. & Savaş, A. (2013). A University Is a Society’: An Environmental 
History of the Metu ‘Campus. The Journal of Architecture, 18, 79-106. 
Sasaki-Associates (2010). Campus Design Principles. Blacksburg, Virginia Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and State University  
Scheer, B. & Scheer, D. (2002). Towards a Sustainable Urban Form in Chiang Mai, 
Managing the Development of Intermediate Size Cities. In: Romanos, M. & 
Auffrey, C. (eds.) Managing the Development of Intermediate Size Cities. 
Academic Publishing. 
Seale, C. (2004). Researching Society and Culture. SAGE Publications Limited. 
Segar, R., Halliday, C., Kirk, C. & Starr, W. (2009). Uc Davis Physical Design 
Framework. 
Shamsuddin, S. (1997a). Identity of Place: A Case Study of Kuantan Town Centre, 
Malaysia. University of Nottingham. 
Shamsuddin, S. (1997b). Identity of Place: A Case Study of Quantan Town Center, 
Malysia. PhD. University of Nottingham. 
Shamsuddin, S., Bahauddin, H. & Abd, N. (2012). Relationship between the Outdoor 
Physical Environment and Students ’ Social Behaviour in Urban Secondary 
School. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 50, 148-160. 
Shamsuddin, S., Sulaiman, A. B., Lamit, H., Omar, R., Aziz, N. A. & Noor, M. M. 
(2007). Kriteria Reka Bentuk Persekitaran Kampus Yang Kondusif Bagi 
Institusi Pengajian Tinggi Di Malaysia. Kuala Lumpur: University Teknologi 
Malaysia. 
Shamsuddin, S. & Ujang, N. (2008). Making Places: The Role of Attachment in 
Creating the Sense of Place for Traditional Streets in Malaysia. Habitat 
International, 32, 399-409. 
Sharp, L. (2002). Green Campuses: The Road from Little Victories to Systemic 
Transformation. International Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education, 
3, 128-145. 
Sheng, N. & Tang, U. W. (2011a). Spatial Analysis of Urban Form and Pedestrian 
Exposure to Traffic Noise International Journal of Environmental Research 
and Public Health  8, 1977-1990. 
Sheng, N. & Tang, U. W. (2011b). Spatial Analysis of Urban Form and Pedestrian 
Exposure to Traffic Noise. International journal of environmental research 
and public health, 8, 1977-1990. 
Shoval, N. (2007). Traking Technologies and Urban Analysis. Elsevier Ltd. 
Shriberg, M. (2002). Institutional Assessment Tools for Sustainability in Higher 
Education: Strengths, Weaknesses, and Implications for Practice and Theory. 
Higher Education Policy, 15, 153-167. 
Siminski, P. (2008). Order Effects in Batteries of Questions. Quality and Quantity, 
42, 477-490. 
Sisson, S., McClain, J. J. & Tudor-Locke, C. (2008). Campus Walkability, 
Pedometer-Determined Steps, and Moderate-to-Vigorous Physical Activity: 
A Comparison of 2 University Campuses. Journal of American college 
health, 56, 585-592. 
Sitarz, D. (1993). Agenda 21: The Earth Summit Strategy to Save Our Planet. 
Skowronek, D. & Duerr, L. (2009a). The Convenience of Nonprobability Survey 
Strategies for Small Academic Libraries. College & Research Libraries 
News, 70, 412-415. 
309 
 
 
Skowronek, D. & Duerr, L. (2009b). The Convenience of Nonprobability: Survey 
Strategies for Small Academic Libraries. College & Research Libraries 
News, 70, 412-415. 
Smith, C. & Levermore, G. (2008). Designing Urban Spaces and Buildings to 
Improve Sustainability and Quality of Life in a Warmer World. Energy 
policy, 36, 4558-4562. 
Smith, T., Nelischer, M. & Perkins, N. (1997). Quality of an Urban Community: A 
Framework for Understanding the Relationship between Quality and Physical 
Form. Landscape and Urban Planning, 39, 229-241. 
Snellen, D., Borgers, A. & Timmermans, H. (2002). Urban Form, Road Network 
Type, and Mode Choice for Frequently Conducted Activities: A Multilevel 
Analysis Using Quasi-Experimental Design Data. Environment and Planning 
A, 34, 1207-1220. 
Sohif, M., Kamaruzzaman, S., Mazlin, M., Baharuddin, A., Halimaton, S. H., Abdul, 
K. A. R. & Muhammad, F. (2009). Managing Sustainable Campus in 
Malaysia-Organisational  Approach and Measures. Europ. J. Soc. Sci., 8(2), 
201-214. 
Soltani, A. & Bosman, C. (Year) Published. Evaluating Sustainable Urban Form: 
Comparing Two Neighbourhood Development Patterns in Adelaide.  2nd 
State of Australian Cities Conference: The Sustainability and Vulnerability of 
Urban Australia, 2005. Urban Research Program, Griffith University. 
Soltani, A. & Bosman, C. (2006). Evaluating Sustainable Urban Form:  Comparing 
Two Neighbourhood Development Patterns in Adelaide Infrastructure. 
Song, Y. & Knaap, G.-J. (2004a). Measuring Urban Form. Journal of the American 
Planning Association, 70, No.2, 210-225. 
Song, Y. & Knaap, G.-J. (2004b). Measuring Urban Form: Is Portland Winning the 
War on Sprawl? Journal of the American Planning Association, 70, 210-225. 
South-Dublin-County-Council (2011). Adamstown Street Design Guide: South 
Dublin County Council. Dublin. 
Sposito, C. (2011). The Role of Water in Sustainable Architecture. 
Stead, D. & Marshall, S. (2001). The Relationships between Urban Form and Travel 
Patterns. An International Review and Evaluation. EJTIR, 1, no. 2, 113 - 141. 
Stone Jr, B. (2008). Urban Sprawl and Air Quality in Large Us Cities. Journal of 
environmental management, 86, 688-698. 
Strange, C. C. & Banning, J. H. (2001). Education by Design: Creating Campus 
Learning Environments That Work. The Jossey-Bass Higher and Adult 
Education Series. ERIC. 
Sucher, D. M. (2010). City Comforts: How to Build an Urban Village. City Comforts 
Inc. 
Sudman, S. (1976). Applied Sampling. Academic Press New York. 
Sulaiman, A. B. (2000). Urban Design Method-Theory and Practice: A Case Study 
in Malaysia, University of Nottingham, Nottingham. Ph. D. Thesis. 
Swanwick, C., Dunnett, N. & Woolley, H. (2003). Nature, Role and Value of Green 
Space in Towns and Cities: An Overview. Built Environment, 29, 94-106. 
TAC (1960). Preliminary Design Report- University of Baghdad – College. The 
Architects Collaborative  
Talbot, R. (1993). Teaching Sustainability in the Uk Schools of Architecture, the 
Proceedings of the Seminar on Challenging Sustainability. Edinburgh: 
University of Edinburgh. 
310 
 
 
Talen, E. (1999). Sense of Community and Neighbourhood Form: An Assessment of 
the Social Doctrine of New Urbanism. Urban Studies, 36, 1361-1379. 
Talen, E. (2003). Measuring Urbanism: Issues in Smart Growth Research. Journal of 
Urban Design, 195-215. 
Talen, E. (2011a). Sprawl Retrofit: Sustainable Urban Form in Unsustainable Places. 
Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design, 38, 952- 978. 
Talen, E. (2011b). Sprawl Retrofit: Sustainable Urban Form in Unsustainable Places. 
Environment and Planning-Part B, 38, 952. 
Tashakkori, A. & Teddlie, C. (2009). Integrating Qualitative and Quantitative 
Approaches to Research. Handbook of Applied Social Research Methods. 2nd 
ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, 283-317. 
Teddlie, C. & Tashakkori, A. (2003). Handbook of Mixed Methods in Social & 
Behavioral Research. Sage. 
Teddlie, C. & Tashakkori, A. (2008). Foundations of Mixed Methods Research: 
Integrating Quantitative and Qualitative Approaches in the Social and 
Behavioral Sciences. SAGE Publications, Incorporated. 
Teddlie, C. & Yu, F. (2007). Mixed Methods Sampling a Typology with Examples. 
Journal of mixed methods research, 1, 77-100. 
Tellis, W. M. (1997). Application of a Case Study Methodology. The qualitative 
report, 3, 1-19. 
Thériault, M. & Des Rosiers, F. (Year) Published. Modelling Perceived Accessibility 
to Urban Amenities Using Fuzzy Logic, Transportation Gis and Origin-
Destination Surveys.  Proceedings of AGILE 2004 7th Conference on 
Geographic Information Science, Crete University Press, Heraklion, Greece, 
2004. 475-485. 
Thomas, R. (2006). Environmental Design: An Introduction for Architects and 
Engineers. Taylor & Francis. 
Thomas, R. & Ritchie, A. (2003). Building Design. Spon Press: London, UK. 
Tibbalds, F. (2012). Making People-Friendly Towns: Improving the Public 
Environment in Towns and Cities. Taylor & Francis. 
Titievsky, L., Rundle, A., Matte, T. & Quinn, J. (Year) Published. Neighborhood 
Walkability and Individual Level Bmi in New York City.  American Journal 
of Epidemiology, 2010. Oxford Univ Press Inc Journals Dept, 2001 Evans Rd, 
Cary, Nc 27513 USA, S77-S77. 
Toor, W. (2003). The Road Less Traveled: Sustainable Transportation for Campuses. 
Planning for Higher Education, 31, 131-41. 
Transportation-Research (1996). Transit and Urban Form. Transportation Research 
Board of the National Academy. 
Tsang, K. (2012). The Use of Midpoint on Likert Scale: The Implications for 
Educational Research. Hong Kong Teachers’ Centre Journal, 11, 121-130. 
Tucker, P., Irwin, J. D., Gilliland, J., He, M., Larsen, K. & Hess, P. (2009). 
Environmental Influences on Physical Activity Levels in Youth. Health & 
Place, 15, 357-363. 
Turner, L. (2003). Climate and Architecture. Florida State University. USA. 
Tweed, C. & Sutherland, M. (2007). Built Cultural Heritage and Sustainable Urban 
Development. Landscape and urban planning, 83, 62-69. 
UCIRVINE (2010). Physical Design Framework: A Vision for the Physical 
Environment at the University of California, Irvine. University of California, 
Irvine. 
311 
 
 
UCLA (2009). Ucla Centre for Health Policy Research. Key Informant Interview. 
UCLA Centre for Health Policy Research. 
UCRIVERSIDE (2009). Physical Design Framework 2009/10 – 2018/2019. 
California-USA: University of California. 
UDC-Standards (2009). Urban Design Handbook. Baton Rouge: Horzone. 
Ulrich, R. S. (1999). On Health Outcomes: Theory and Research. Healing gardens: 
Therapeutic benefits and design recommendations, 27. 
UN-Habitat (2011). Urban Patterns for Sustainable Development: Towards a Green 
Economy. UN-Habitat Draft Working Paper. 
UNGA (2005). United Nation General Assembly. 2005 World Summit Outcome. 
Univesity-Planning-Standards (2004). Design and Construction Guidelines – 
University Plan Standards. Facilities Planning & Construction. USA: The 
University of North Carolina At Chapel Hill. 
Urban-Design-Protocol (2011). Creating Places for People- an Urban Design 
Protocol for Australian Cities The. In: Infra1219 (ed.). Australia: Australian 
Institute of Landscape Architects. 
Urban-Design-Report (2006). Urban Design Element The City of San Diego General 
Plan. 
Vernon, B. & Tiwari, R. (2009). Place-Making through Water Sensitive Urban 
Design. Sustainability, 1, 789-814. 
Wagner, C. R. (2006). The School Leader’s Tool for Assessing and Improving 
School Culture. Principal Leadership, 7, 41-44. 
Walker & McGough, A., Spokane, WA. (1962). University of Washington Campus 
Planning: An Analysis and Guide. ERIC Clearinghouse. 
Walker, R. (1985). An Introduction to Applied Qualitative Research. Applied 
qualitative research, 3-26. 
Watson, D., Plattus, A. J. & Shibley, R. G. (2003). Time-Saver Standards for Urban 
Design. McGraw-Hill New York. 
WCED, W. C. o. E. a. D. (1987). Our Common Future. Oxford.: Oxford University 
Press. 
Weems, G. H. & Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2001). The Impact of Midpoint Responses and 
Reverse Coding on Survey Data. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling 
and Development, 34, 166. 
Weisman, J. (1981). Evaluating Architectural Legibility Way-Finding in the Built 
Environment. Environment and behavior, 13, 189-204. 
Westgren, R. & Zering, K. (1998). Case Study Researchs for Firm and Market 
Research Proceedings of research conference of food and agricultural 
marketing consortium. Park city, UT. 
Wheeldon, J. & Ahlberg, M. K. (2011). Visualizing Social Science Research: Maps, 
Methods, & Meaning. SAGE Publications, Incorporated. 
Wheeler, S. M. (2004). Planning for Sustainability: Creating Livable, Equitable, and 
Ecological Communities. Psychology Press. 
Widmer, T. (2014). Walter Gropius’s Lost Architectural Dream for Iraq. The Boston 
Globe- Ideas. 
Wilkinson, K. P. (1991). The Community in Rural America. Praeger Pub Text. 
William, W. (1980). The Social Life of Small Urban Spaces. Conservation 
foundation. Washington DC. 
Williams, K. (1999). Urban Intensification Policies in England: Problems and 
Contradictions. Land Use Policy, 16, 167-178. 
312 
 
 
Williams, K., Burton, E. & Jenks, M. (2000). Achieving Sustainable Urban Form: 
Conclusions. London &New York: Spon Press. 
Williams, K., Burton, E., & Jenks, M (1996). Achieving  the  Compact City  through  
Intensiﬁcation:  An  Acceptable  Option?  In  M.  Jenks,  E. Burton,  &  K.  
Williams  (Eds.). The  Compact  City:  A  Sustainableb Urban  Form? 
London: E&FN  Spon. 
Williams, K., Dair, C. & Lindsay, M. (2010). Neighbourhood Design and 
Sustainable Lifestyles. In: Jenks, M. & Joans (eds.) Dimensions of the 
Sustainable City. Springer. 
Working-group (2004). Final Report of the Working Group on Urban Design for 
Sustainability to the European Union Expert Group on the Urban 
Environment Urban Design For Sustainability. 
Wright, M. (1974). The Design of Universities: Plans, Buildings and Local 
Relationships. Town Planning Review, 45, 233. 
Xu, J., Zhang, Z. & Rong, J. (2012). The Campus Road Planning and Design 
Research. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 43, 579-586. 
Yaşa, E. & Ok, V. (2014). Evaluation of the Effects of Courtyard Building Shapes on 
Solar Heat Gains and Energy Efficiency According to Different Climatic 
Regions. Energy and Buildings, 73, 192-199. 
Yin, R. K. (2013). Case Study Research: Design and Methods. Sage publications. 
Yung, H. K. E. & Chan, H. W. E. (2012). Critical Social Sustainability Factors in 
Urban Conservation: The Case of the Central Police Station Compound in 
Hong Kong. Facilities, 30, 396-416. 
Zimring, C. (1982). The Built Environment as a Source of Psychological Stress: 
Impacts of Buildings and Cities on Satisfaction and Behavior. Environmental 
Stress. New York, NY: Cambridge, 151-198. 
Zuindeau, B. (2006). Spatial Approach to Sustainable Development: Challenges of 
Equity and Efficacy. Regional Studies, 40. 
 
 
 
 
